Juar Bud Uuui Jin) . ober oco--t's *dlteer-hiL».i! . .umo of 7/9/74 KK 7/lp/74 

du :auso I "took your sending nu a copy of this incomplete nemo to moan you „unt uy 
opinion i read it as so >n as I could* ily reaction to it depends on wh dier it is in 
fact a memo or if it is intended to be another of his (questionable contributions to 
assassination folklore. 

Raul doch hau told me of the Hl/AC hearings. 

Because it is incomplete I don’t iaiow what v/ill follow. 

There is no tiling now to me in the content of theso five ./ages. I did not use the 
ifdiiC source because 1 had a more dependable one. 1 suppose 1 can still find the memo 
x then made- 19 u 8 or 1969. It include much of this kind of material I did not use in 
Frame-Up , some of v/liich was in die draft. Much more on Brown, for example. 

Unlike his ibimparts writing, there is no factual error in this (re d it yesterday 
while walking between errand stops# so 1 may not remember all fine details) but like 
that writing it 3eoms to b ± leading in wliat wo liave substantial reason to believe is 
the wrong direction. 

I find myself wondering about the answer to the first question or many, why? 

.Why at tills time? 

V/fty without consultation with those wlio have done much work and do have a basis for 
believing that the probable solution lies in a certain direction? 

Why suggest' qt tills time tint the ^ing assassination was an l&RP or Klan job? 
Especially when a hearing impends Wid he can*t know enough to intrude himself into the 
case) and from wliat we laiov/ ijl tliis wore a Klan or 11SRP job it is atypical, much more 
sophisticated for all it3 rouguess tiiah those tliat can bn attributed to either# 

If ii is a reseai’cli project only, to draw together what is available on racists 
overtones, it is not without any worth, although ho shows over sign of not drawing, on 
one of the better sources, where he'll get much more than the HUAC hearings can hold. 

If It is for writing I'll have much more doubt about him t linn I now do and I now draw a 
sharp linek between his excellent work on Vietnam and liis trashy, superficial and 
wrong-headed assassination writing. In the latter I 10 ha 3 shorn an affinity for nuts only. 
His writing is sophisticated Brussell. 

Again I ask myself wliy when his other work if so different. 

Recently he 3aid - arid if theso are not his exact words it is what they meant - tliat 
the one and only Jack ^uby was a HUAC informant in trade-union activities in Chicago in 
1948 or 1949* VlelJ., maybe. But Jack Rubenstein i.? not an uncommon name. HUAC does have 
one from Chicago by that name who it called red. I think that it is irresponsible to say 
anything like tills without proof that one and only one Jack Ruby/Rubenstein is involved. 
II also have doubts about Bcott's unnamed but fairly clearly identified source for tliis 
Ruby statement. The doubt only begins with wliat I 10 was doing with an FBI report tliat is 
not in the iircliivoo.) 

ny standards of measurement are sometimes simplistic. Scott crane here a year ago 
with Jim. Ho had come all accroso the country to do some work in the Aral lives. In my 
view the right way for a person looking for fact, not for isolated substantiation of a 
preconception, would liave been to first ask Raul Koch wliat he had and then aslc me for 
wliat I liave on what interests him before going to the ^rcldves and in a relatively short 
period trying to extract wliat he wants from that enormity. ,.cott was here lierdly long 
enough for a social visit, as ^im will tell you, and instead of asking me wliat 1 know, 

I liave and wliat I think he trieu to argue fin untenable political line with me. The 
one tiling he said tliat interested me turns out not only to be factually wrong but is a 
thira-or fourth-hand citation of only the undependable. The contrast between tliis and 
liis subsequent writing and public associations ana The Jar Conspiracy are just too groat. 

I will look forward to, the rest of tliis "memo" and to any subsequent use because it 
may 11 1 > answer the lawyer s question tliat too few lawyers ask themselves, cui bono? 


